
ground water which has already been contaminated, and serve as a 

backup in the event that there is any further leaking of waste 

materials into the ground water. 

We conclude that the cap at the Landfill should 

minimize any infiltration of surface water, and the dewatering 

should prevent any resaturation of waste materials. Therefore, 

there would be no benefit to water quality from the costly and 

difficult process of finding and treating "hot spots." 

We also find that the Regional Water Board did not err 

in failing to require complete removal of waste materials from 

the Landfill. Complete removal of all wastes could require 

removal of soils and sediment within the Landfill boundary to a 

depth of ten feet. The maximum volume of material could be as 

much as 400,000 cubic yards. Unless removal included all 

materials which could potentially impact water quality, capping 

and ground water monitoring would still be required. In any 

event, remediation of the already contaminated ground water would 

be required. The Discharger presented evidence that the cost of 

complete removal would exceed $137 million, while the proposed 

closure and remediation costs are estimated at $35.5 million. We 

conclude that the Regional Water Board acted properly in not 

requiring this expenditure in light of any slight increase in 

water quality protection it would afford. 

Contention: The Petitioner contends that the Regional 

Water Board improperly excluded evidence at its public meeting. 
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Findinq: After reviewing the record in this matter, 

including the transcript of the proceedings before the Regional 

Water Board, we find that the Regional Water Board conducted its 

public meeting properly and fairly. There is no evidence that 

the Regional Water Board improperly excluded evidence, and this 

Board has also allowed the Petitioner to submit documents which 

were not a part of the Regional Water Board's record. 

III. CONCLUSION 

After review of the record and consideration of the 

contentions of the Petitioner, and for the reasons discussed 

above, we conclude: 

1. The methods of closure and'remediation of ground 

water which are approved in Order No. 92-029 are appropriate and 

proper. 

2. The Regional Water Board acted correctly in issuing 

waste discharge requirements which did not require treatment of 

"hot spots" or removal of all waste materials from the Landfill. 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 
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3. The Regional Water Board did not improperly exclude 

evidence. 

IV. ORDER 

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the 

CERTIFICATION 

petition is denied. 

The undersigned, Administrative Assistant to the Board, 
does hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and 
correct copy of an order duly and regularly adopted at a meeting 
of the State Water Resources Control Board held on February 18, 
1993. 

AYE: Eliseo M. Samaniego 
John Caffrey 
Marc Del Piero 
James M. Stubchaer 

NO: None 

ABSENT: None 

ABSTAIN: None 

to the Board 
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